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REMARKS 

Entry of the foregoing amendments to the application is requested on the 
grounds that the claims, as amended, patentably distinguish over the cited art of record 
or, alternatively, place the application in better condition for appeal. Claims 1 , 7, 9, 21 , 
23 and 24 have been amended. Basis for these amendments can be found in the 
specification and cancelled claims. For example, see page 10, paragraph 30 and page 
12, paragraph 35 of the specification. The claims as amended more particularly point 
out and distinctly claim the subject matter which Applicants regard as the invention. 
Claims 15-20, 22 and 47-49 are cancelled herewith. No new issues have been added 
which would require further consideration and/or search, nor has any new matter been 
added. The claims as amended are believed to avoid the rejections applied in the Final 
Office Action for reasons set forth more fully below. 

The Final Office Action of November 28, 2007 has been received and carefully 
reviewed. It is submitted that, by this Amendment, all bases of rejection are traversed 
and overcome. Upon entry of this Amendment, claims 1-14, 21, 23-26, 28 and 50-60 
remain in the application. Reconsideration of the claims is respectfully requested. 

Claims 1-6, 9-14 and 47 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Danforth et al. Claims 7, 8 and 50-60 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Danforth et al. Claims 15-20, 48 and 49 stand 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Keser. Claims 21-26 and 
28 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Danforth et al. 

Applicants' invention as recited in claim 1, and similarly in claims 7 and 21, 
relates to a method for producing porous structures in a three-dimensional object with 
solid freeform fabrication. The first step is selectively depositing a removable support 
material with a material dispenser functioning as a high precision, porosity-controlling 
dispenser dispensing the removable support material in selected sizes and at selected 
locations in a pattern corresponding to capillary-like pore structures desired. After the 
removable support material is deposited, the second step is depositing a liquid curable 
build material around the removable support material. The support material thus 
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defines a shape of the three-dimensional object formed with said build material. The 
third step is removing the selectively deposited removable support material to form the 
capillary-like pore structures within the three-dimensional object. The size and location 
of the capillary-like pore structures are thereby controlled by the size and location of the 
previously deposited support material . 

Furthermore, in the presently claimed application, the step of depositing the 
removable support material occurs before the step of depositing the liquid, curable build 
material. 

In contrast, Danforth teaches depositing a permanent build layer first to form a 
mold. Cavities in the mold are defined as the permanent build layer is deposited. In the 
step following the deposit of the permanent build layer, the cavities of the mold are then 
temporarily filled with the temporary support material. Thus the cavities in the mold of 
Danforth are defined and set out completely by the build material and not at all by the 
temporary support material . The temporary support material serves literally as a 
support material and not as the defining structure for the sizes and locations of the 
cavities. Tellingly, the temporary support material is applied after the permanent build 
material is laid down , thus precluding any function for the temporary build material to 
control the size or location of the cavities in the permanent structure of the mold. (See 
Danforth, column 25, line 37 to column 27, line 67.) 

With the cancellation of claim 15 and its dependent claims, the §1 03(a) rejection 
based on Keser is moot. 

Applicants respectfully assert that Danforth does not teach or suggest the 
presently claimed application and therefore request that the rejection be withdrawn. 

For all the reasons stated above, it is submitted that Applicants' invention as 
defined in independent claims 1 , 7 and 21 , as well as in those claims depending 
therefrom, is not anticipated, taught or rendered obvious, and patentably defines over 
the art of record. 

In summary, claims 1-14, 21, 23-26, 28 and 50-60 remain in the application. It is 
submitted that, through this Amendment, Applicants' invention as set forth in these 
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claims is now in a condition suitable for allowance. Should the Examiner believe 
otherwise, it is submitted that the claims as amended qualify for entry as placing the 
application in better form for appeal. 

Further and favorable consideration is requested. If the Examiner believes it 
would expedite prosecution of the above-identified application, the Examiner is cordially 
invited to contact Applicants' Attorney at the below-listed telephone number. 

Respectfully submitted, 

DIERKER & ASSOCIATES, P.C. 

/Julia Church Dierker/ 

Julia Church Dierker 
Attorney for Applicants 
Registration No. 33368 
(248) 649-9900, ext. 25 
juliad@troypatent.com 

3331 West Big Beaver Rd., Suite 109 
Troy, Michigan 48084-2813 
Dated: January 28, 2008 
JCD/WBH 



